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The Final Office Action continues to assert art that simply foils to describe each and 
every limitation of the present claims. Because we earnestly believe that our claims contain 
several limitations that are not met by the reference cited in the Final Office Action, we 
hereby request a pre-appeal brief review of this matter in accordance with the Official 
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Examiner. While this Application has undergone significant prosecution to date and a large 
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Does the Chang Reference disclose our claimed limitations of (1) 
determining the attributes of a client computer with an application 
provided by a server computer before the client computer has booted its 
local operating system; and (2) automatically selecting one of a plurality 
of instruction sets stored on the server computer for said client computer 
based upon the attributes of said client computer determined by said 
preboot application provided by the server? 
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Upon review of the various Office Actions and of the reference itself, we are 
confident that at least these aspects of our claims are not found in the cited reference. 
L Brief Summary 

Our invention relates to various systems and techniques for remotely maintaining a 
number of personal computers interconnected by a network. Broadly speaking, a server 
computer system provides an "attribute determination" program to each client computer 
being maintained to determine the particular attributes (e.g. computer brand, model, 
operating system, hardware capabilities, etc.) of that client computer. The attribute 
determination program reports these attributes back to the server, which then selects a set of 
management instructions based upon the particular attributes and provides these instructions 
to the client computer for subsequent execution. Each of these steps is performed without 
booting the local operating system on the client computer, thereby allowing the server to 
provide powerful diagnostic and repair features. Claim 1 is reproduced below for 
convenience: 

7. A method of remotely maintaining a client computer from a server computer, 

wherein the client computer comprises a plurality of attributes, a network interface 
card (NIC) and a local operating system, the method comprising the steps of; 

providing a preboot attribute determination application from the 
server computer to the client computer via the network interface card prior to said 
client computer loading said local operating system; 

determining said plurality of attributes of said client computer with 
the preboot attribute determination application executing on said client computer 
prior to said client computer loading said local operating system; 

receiving said plurality of attributes from said client computer at the 
server computer; 

automatically selecting one of a plurality of management 
instruction sets stored on said server computer for said client computer, wherein 
said one of said plurality of management instruction sets is selected by said server 
computer based upon said plurality of attributes of said client computer 
determined by said preboot attribute determination program; and 

providing said one of said plurality of management instructions from 
said server computer to said client computer to thereby allow said client computer to 
execute said one of said plurality of management instruction sets at said client 
computer prior to loading said local operating system. 

We strongly believe that at least the highlighted "determining 51 and "automatically 
selecting" steps of claims 1 and 42 (as well as various other claims) are not disclosed in the 
prior art of record. Although we have explained our views on several opportunities (most 
recently in the Response to Office Action dated April 7, 2005), the Office continues to reject 

2 
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claims 1, 42 and others under 35 U.S.C § 102(b), citing US Patent No. 5,680,547 
("Chang"). While we acknowledge that the Chang reference does describe a pre-boot file 
transfer environment (such as the PXE specification that is described at length in our 
specification 1 ), the cited reference does not disclose the further details of determining the 
attributes of the client computer and automatically selecting a set of instructions based upon 
the determined attributes. To the contrary, Chang is silent as to these features, and therefore 
fells short of providing the disclosure required to support the Section 102(b) rejection set 
forth in the Final Office Action. 

IT. The Chang Reference 

As we have noted previously, 2 the Chang reference cited against Applicant's claims 
describes a basic implementation of the pre-boot execution environment (PXE) that was 
originally developed to allow network interface cards (NlCs) to obtain a boot program for a 
computer over a network. In contrast to the presently-claimed invention, however, Chang 
only contemplates administration of "predetermined" computer resources that have been 
previously known to the server. 3 In the Chang system, an administrator manually enters 
each client computer into an "access control list database" (ACL-DB, shown as element 1 la 
in Chang's FIG. 1), and all access to server resources is contingent upon the server 
authenticating the client computer with the ACL-DB. 4 When the computer is later powered 
up, the computer transmits its NIC address to the server for verification. 5 Chang's FIG. 3B, 
for example, expressly shows that that the network connection between the client and server 
is "cut" if the client's NIC address is not recognized in an access control list database* 6 
Chang also expressly states that its preboot process is "controlled by a system 
administrator," 7 further emphasizing that only computer systems that are known to a human 
operator are considered by the Chang system. Stated another way, Chang simply provides a 
static set of instructions to a client computer based upon the NIC address entered in the 
server database; the reference contains no mention whatsoever of automatically selecting 
instructions based upon the particular attributes of the client machine, nor does it provide a 
mechanism for determining the attributes of the client machine. 

1 See, for example, page 8, line 24 through page 9 f line 3 of our Specification. 

2 PJease see our Remarks at page 15-16 of the Response filed April 7. 2005 for a detailed description of the 
Chang reference and various differences between that reference and the present claims. 

5 See, e.g., Chang at col. 5, lines 30-32, and the preambles of each independent claim. 

4 See, e.g„ Chang at col. 4, lines 52-60. 

5 Chang at coL 6, lines 56-58. 

6 See also Chang at col. 6 S lines 56-63. 
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ELL The Final Office Action 

Although our application contains numerous claims that are each patentable for their 
own reasons, for purposes of this Request we will simply focus on the particular language of 
claim L The issues presented with regard to claim I, however, apply equally well to the 
other pending claims. 

Turning now to the detailed rejection of our claim 1 found in the Final Office Action, 
the Examiner initially cites col. 2, lines 44-54 of Chang 8 as disclosing our "attribute 
determination program" limitation, claiming that **the claimed application must be present 
since a check is done of the client to determine if it is booted or not". This statement fails to 
take into account that our claim recites that the application is provided bv the server to the 
client That is, even if Chang does determine whether the client is booted or not, this simple 
check does not anticipate "determining the attributes of the client with a client attribute 
determination application provided from the server to the client!*, as recited in our claim I 
and elsewhere. 

The Office Action makes, numerous claims that our limitations are "inherent" in the 
Chang reference, without providing any adequate basis for such statements. As an example, 
the Final Office Action 9 asserts that **it is inherent that the application contains the claimed 
management instructions, as well as selects the appropriate management instructions for 
each client machine", ignoring our express recitation that the instructions are selected based 
upon the determined attributes of the client computer, a feature clearly not present in the 
Chang reference. Indeed, the Final Office Action is entirely silent as to this feature of oux 
claims. As a result, the actual rejection contained within the Final Office Action simply 
makes broad reference to column 2, lines 44-54 of the Chang reference, claiming that our 
claim elements "are inherent" or "must be present" from this disclosure, without providing 
specific citation to the actual features of the reference that disclose each and every limitation 
of our claims. In feet, Chang does not disclose the various features of our claimed 
inventions, as described above. 

The Final Office Action further summarizes the rejections at pages 67-68, stating 
that Chang's column 2 discloses the various features found within our 100+ claims. In this 
section, the Examiner states that Chang discloses pre-boot file transfer, which is asserted to 



7 See, e.g, Chang at Abstract, last sentence and col. 2, lines 50-52. 

8 The only portions of Chang cited in the entire rejection of claim 1 are col. 2 lines 7-1 9 and 44-54. 

9 At page 4 ? line 1. 
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be "equivalent" to our "claimed traits of receiving attributes, selecting management 
instruction sets and providing management instruction sets". Once again, however, this 
statement does not include the full breadth of our claim language. Even to the extent that 
Chang is able to disclose pre-boot file transfer between a client computer and a server 
computer, the reference in no way discloses determining client computer attributes with an 
application provided by the server* nor does the reference disclose automatically selecting a 
list of instructions based upon the determined attributes. Because the reference does not 
disclose the actual limitations recited in our claim, the rejection under Section 102(b) cannot 
be maintained. 

We therefore request that the Office review the Final Office Action and determine 
whether US Patent No. discloses our claimed limitations of (1) determining the attributes of 
a client computer with an application provided by a server computer before the client 
computer has booted its local operating system; and (2) automatically selecting one of a 
plurality of instruction sets stored on the server computer for said client computer based 
upon the attributes of said client computer determined by said preboot application provided 
by the server. Although no additional fees or extensions of time (other than the one month 
extension of time addressed elsewhere) are believed to be required, Applicant requests that 
the Commissioner grant any extension and/or debit any fees (including any fees for 
additional claims or extensions of time) from Deposit Account No. 50-2091 for entry of this 
Response and/or to avoid abandonment of this Application. Should the Examiner have any 
questions or wish to discuss this application in person, Applicants counsel would welcome 
a call from the Examiner at (480) 385-5069. 



Dated 





Brett A. Carlson 
Reg. No- 39,928 
(480) 385-5069 



bcarlson@ifllaw.com 
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